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TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1957 


Housrt oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Post Orricre AND CrviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 213, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. John Young presiding. 

Mr. Youna. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This morning this subcommittee, .composed of Mr. Hemphill, 
Mr. Seott, Mr. Cunningham, Mr. Dennison, and myself as chairman, 
has under consideration H. R. 5392 and S. 1412, which was approved 
by the Senate on April 12, 1957, after having been reported favorably 
by the Senate Post Office . and Civil Service Committee. The purpose 
of the bills is to exempt certain marine civilian employees of the 
Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy from the 
provisions of the Pe rformanc e Rating Act of 1950. 

The Department of the Navy, representing the Defense Establish- 
ment, has requested the enactment of this legislation by reason of 
administrative difficulties in connection with administering the Per- 
formance Rating Act for an estimated 10,000 civilian officers and 
members of crews of vessels - rated by the Department of the Army 
and the Department of the Navy. We are happy to have present as 
witnesses this morning Rear Adm. Roy A. Gano, USN, Deputy Com- 
mander, Military Sea Transportation Service, representing the 
De ‘partment of Defense, and Mr. Charles V. Denney, Jr., representing 
the Civil Service Commission, who will testify 

Without objection, the bills, H. R. 5392 and S. 1412, as well as the 
letter from the Secretary of the Navy to the Spe aker of the House of 
Representatives, dated February 15, 1957, and the favorable repor 
from the Civil Service Commission to the House Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, dated March 19, 1957, will be printed at the 
beginning of the hearing. 

Is there objection to entering these? There being none, it is so 
ordered. 

(The information follows: 


H. R. 5392, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating Act 
of 1950, as amended (5 U. 8. C. 2001), is further amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the fol- 
lowing: 

(13) Civilian officers and members of crews of vessels operated by the Depart- 
ment of the Army and the Department of the Navy. 
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[S. 1412, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 
AN ACT To amend section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating Act 
of 1950, as amended (5 U. 8. C. 2001), is further amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: 

13) Civilian officers and members of crews of vessels operated by the Depart- 
ment of the Army and the Department of the Navy.” 

Passed the Senate April 12, 1957. 

Attest: 

FELTON M. Jounston, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 1947 
The SPEAKER OF THE Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES. 
My Dear Mr. SPEAKER: There is enclosed herewith a draft of proposed legis- 
lation to amend section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as amended. 
This proposal is a part of the Department of Defense legislative program for 
1957, and it has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget. The Department 
of the Navy has been designated as the representative of the Department of 
Defense for this legislation. It is recommended that this proposal be enacted 
by the Congress. 
PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


The purpose of this legislation is to exempt the marine employees of the Depart- 
ment of Defense from the Performance Rating Act of 1950. These marine em- 
ployees are employed aboard ships operated by the Department of Defense and 
do not serve in the same position for a sufficient period of time under the same 
supervisor with job and rating factors so constant as to afford a proper basis for 
evaluation. The average length of a voyage of Department of Defense ships is 
from 15 to 45 days, and it is characteristic of this type of employment that there 
is a large turnover of personnel. As an instance of this, during September 1954 
there were a total of 15,497 crew changes in 4 continental subordinate commands, 
although a total of 12,241 civilian marine employees were employed during this 
period. This number of changes is not excessive for this type of employment 
but is in fact characteristic of the maritime industry. Under such circumstances 
the time spent under 1 supervisor is of very short duration and, consequently, 
it is necessary to prepare at least 4 ratings per year in order to have a rating for 
each voyage. It will further be necessary to evaluate these ratings yearly on the 
basis of all voyages during the year 

The justification for the time and effort required for the administration of an 
effective performance rating plan lies in the utilization of these ratings. The 
conditions of employment of marine personnel are such that the regular uses of < 
performance ratings cannot be made. For example, the pay system for marine 
employees established in accordance with the prevailing practices of the marine 
industry pursuant to section 202 (8) of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
does not provide for periodic pay increases. Therefore, performance ratings are 
not usable in determining eligibility for such inereases. With regard to promo- 
tions, employment procedures are such that few promotions are made in the con- 
ventional sense. More often than not, assignments to more responsible jobs are 
made when a crew is being signed on at the beginning of a voyage. As a matter 
of maritime regulation eligibility for employment aboard a ship or for assignment 
to more responsible duties requires basic qualifying documents, certificates, or 
licenses issued by the Coast Guard. Performance ratings are not a significant 
consideration in the promotions procedure. 

Since performance ratings for marine employees are of questionable validity, 
and since there is little opportunity in most instances to take advantage of the 
usual benefits of performance appraisals, the cost of maintaining a performance 
rating plan for marine employees as contemplated by the Performance Rating 
Act of 1950 does not appear to be justified. 

The proposed amendments deals only with the marine employees of the De- 
partment of the Army and the Department of the Navy. The Department of 
the Air Force, while it does not operate any oceangoing cargo or passenger vessels, 
does operate crash boats. In order that there be no confusion as to whether the 
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employees serving on crash boats are within the purview of this amendment, the 
Department of the Air Force is not included in the draft bill, 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


No additional cost will be incurred if the subject proposal is enacted. How- 
ever, if the subject proposal is not enacted, the Department of Defense shall 
have to implement the performance rating program at an estimated annual 
administrative cost of $74,400. This cost is based on an estimated annual 
civilian marine employment of 10,000 and the preparation of four performance 
ratings per year for each. This annual cost does not include initial cost for 
training, instructions, printing of forms, processing appeals, and review, which 
costs are too intangible to estimate but would be incurred by the Department of 
Defense. 

Sineerely VourSs, 


CHARLES S. THOMAS. 


Unrirep States Civin Service CommMISssION, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1957. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. Murray: This is reply to a telephone call from a member of your 
staff requesting a report on H. R. 5392, a bill to amend section 2 (b) of the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950, as amended. 

Prior to the transmittal to Congress of draft legislation on this subject, the 
Bureau of the Budget asked the Commission for a report on a proposal the lan- 
guage of which was identical to the language of H. R. 5392. 

The Commission in its report to the Bureau of the Budget dated December 
12, 1956, stated: 

“The bill would exempt from the Performance Rating Act of 1950 an estimated 
10,000 civilian officers and members of crews of vessels operated by the Depart- 
ment of the Army and the Department of the Navy. 

‘Marine employees of the Department of Defense serve in a unique employ- 
ment situation. An extremely high turnover rate and frequent changes of posi- 
tions and supervisors characterize this type of employment in the Department of 
Defense. An average voyage of a Department of Defense ship lasts from 15 to 
15 days. A crew change generally occurs at the end of each voyage. To illustrate 
the effect of this kind of operation, the Department of Defense points out that 
during September 1954 there were 15,497 crew changes reported in 4 commands 
although only 12,241 civilian marine employees were employed during this period. 

‘Under circumstances such as these a marine employee generally serves on 
four or more ships with as many different supervisors during the year. In order 
to have a rating for each voyage it would be necessary to prepare at least four 
ratings a year. Annual performance ratings then would be based on an evaluation 
of the ratings for each voyage. 

“Aside froin the practical administrative difficulties involved in rating marine 
employees under the Performance Rating Act, the requirements of the act are 
inappropriate for their employment conditions. To cite just one example, the 
act states that ‘no officer or employee shall be rated unsatisfactory without a 
ninety-day prior warning and a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate satis- 
factory performance.’ Among other things, the warning notice of unsatisfactory 
performance should state what the employee must do to bring his performance 
up to a satisfactory level within the 90-day period. Since most marine employees 
do not serve in a position or under any one supervisor for as long as 90 days it 
often would be impossible to demonstrate satisfactory performance in the job 
occupied when the warning notice was received. 

“The Commission does not object to the draft bill exempting marine employees 
of the Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy from the 
Performance Rating Act of 1950.”’ 

Sincerely vours, 
F. J. Lawton, Commissioner. 

Mr. Young. Admiral Gano, will you proceed? I believe you have 

prepared statement. 

If I might interrupt you, I want to thank all of you for coming 
down this morning and appearing before this subcommittee. 

Admiral, vou may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. ROY A. GANO, USN, DEPUTY COM- 
MANDER, MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTATION SERVICE; AC- 
COMPANIED BY DAVID GOLD, MILITARY SEA TRANSPORTA- 
TION SERVICE, AND CHARLES ROTHOUSE, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
OF TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Admiral Gano. Thank you, s 

First, Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. Gold here who can help me on 
any technical questions, and Mr. Rothouse, from the Department 
of the Army, will answer any technical questions concerning the 
Department of Army. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, | am Rear Adm. 
Roy A. Gano, United States Navy, Deputy Commander, Military 
Sea Transportation Service. I am appearing before vou today as the 
representative of the Department of Defense on the subject of House 
bill H. R. 5392, a bill to amend section 2 (b) of the Performance 
Rating Act of 1950, as amended. The Performance Rating Act of 1950 
(Public Law 873, S8ist Cong.) in its present form provides for the 
establishment by each department of one or more performance-rating 
plans. Each plan must provide for a minimum of three adjective 
ratings (outstanding, satisfactory, unsatisfactory), a warning provision 
for unsatisfactory employe es, and a revie w-and-appeal procedure. 
Prior Civil Service Commission approv: al of each department perform- 
ance-rating plan is required. Civilian marine officers and members 
of crews of vessels operated by the Department of the Army and the 
Department of the Navy are covered by the provisions of the act. 
The proposed bill would amend section 2 (b) of the act, in that it 
would exempt civilian marine officers and members of crews of vessels 
operated by the Department of the Army and the Department of the 
Navy. Since the Militarv Sea Transportation Service employs 
approximately 90 percent of the personnel affected by the proposed 
bill, I am pleased to appear before vou gentlemen as the representative 
of the Department of Defense on this bill. 

Because we recognize and appreciate the worth of a valid perform- 
ance rating system, the Military Sea Transportation Service has made 
extensive attempts to comply with the Performance Rating Act of 
1950, as amended. However, the more deeply we have looked into 
this matter, the more impractical the system has been found to be 
for our purposes. 

The Performance Rating Act requires that no employee shall be 
rated unsatisfactory without a 90-day prior warning and a reasonable 
opportunity to demonstrate satisfactory performance. This require- 
ment is a most difficult obstacle for the Military Sea Transportation 
Service to overcome. With this warning procedure in effect, the 
Military Sea Transportation Service will be placed in the position of 
continuing officers and crew members who have been found incompe- 
tent in their shipboard assignments for 90 days. To continue em- 
plovment. under these circumstances might endanger the lives of 
personnel aboard Military Sea Transportation Service vessels and the 
vessels themselves. In the case of injury or damage to third parties, 
it might jeopardize the Government’s defense in actions based on 
negligence, and make unavailable the statutory right of the Govern- 
ment to limit its liability. Along with other vessel owners, the Gov- 
ernment is able to limit its liability to third parties. The ability 
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to so limit is lost if the vessel is unseaworthy with the privity or 
knowledge of the owner. 

A vessel manned by incompetent personnel would generally be 
considered unseaworthy, and this condition would be within the 
knowledge of and attributable to the Government to the extent that 
it was aware of the incompetency. 

Another major factor preventing effective compliance with the 
terms and intent of the act is the frequent shifts of personnel which 
are typical of shipping operations. These include reassignments of 
employees from 1 ship to another, from 1 supervisor to another within 
the same ship, from 1 type of duty to another, shifts of supervisors 
from 1 group to another, and shifts in and out of employment. The 
end result is that the typical crew member is normally under the same 
supervisor for a very short period of time. Consequently, this con- 
stant shifting of personnel, which is unparalleled in normal operations 
ashore, can result only in performance ratings of questionable validity. 
It is considered impracticable to utilize such performance ratings when 
assigning employees from one position to another. 

A third factor of importance relates to the necessity to keep admin- 
istrative requirements imposed upon ships’ officers to an absolute 
minimum. Because we are a Government operation, our procedural 
and paper requirements afloat already exceed to a considerable degree 
those that are found in ships of private companies despite concen- 
trated effort to keep such requirements to a minimum. 

Consequently, a performance rating system which increases these 
requirements can only be justified in terms of tangible beneficial 
results. Although we have extensively explored means for introducing 
an efficient performance rating system aboard ship, we have been 
unable to produce one which overcomes the obstacles previously 
listed. 

Another factor relates to the necessity for civilian marine employees 
of the Department of Defense to possess United States Coast Guard 
documents. A seaman may not be employed and, regardless of any 
performance rating, he may not be reassigned to other duties or 
promote “d unless he has ae quire cd the appropri: ite Coast Guard docu- 
ment for the marine position involved. Examination and experience 
requirements for such documents are established by the Coast Guard. 
The Department of Defense has no control over such qualification 
requirements, 

Hssentially, the Performance Rating Act provides for recognition 
of meritorious performance, assures that the employee is informed of 
performance requirements, requires that the employee be currently 
advised of the quality of his performance, and provides a basis for 
removal from the position of an unsatisfactory employee. There 
are other means of achieving the same results which we, in the Military 
Sea Transportation Service, fully utilize. 

The Government Employees’ Incentive Awards Act of 1954 pro- 
vides effective means for recognizing and rewarding meritorious 
performance of employees. It is the policy of the Department of 
Defense to fully utilize this incentive awards program. In addition, 
meritorious performance of crew members is recognized in the Military 
Sea Transportation Service by letters of commendation issued by the 
master of the vessel, the commander, home port, or the Commander, 
Military Sea Transportation Service. Employees are informed of 
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their performance requirements by their supervisors during the first 
hours aboard ship. They are immediately informed of any changes 
in performance standards. 

Supervisors also inform employees continuously of how well they 
are doing. Separations for inefficiency, demotion, and disciplinary 
actions are taken against employees in accordance with the Depart- 
ment of the Navy and the Department of the Army separation and 
disciplinary procedures. In these procedures the performance ratings, 
per se, are not essential in order to identify and take action against 
unsatisfactory employees. 

In looking into the legislative history of the act, it appears that 
the exception requested is entirely consistent with the act as it now 
stands. We have noted, for example, that those officers and employees 
of the municipal government of the District of Columbia whose com- 
pensation is not fixed by the Classification Act of 1949 are exempt. 
This exemption was granted because of the large turnover in this class 
of employees which rendered it impractical to apply the provisions of 
the act. 

Turnover is also very high in civilian marine employment. Further, 
we have noted that the provisions of the act are not applied to per- 
sonnel employed outside the continental limits of the United States 
who are paid under local native prevailing wage rates. This exemp- 
tion, we understand, was granted because application of the plan 
would not serve any useful purpose and the additional work involved 
could not be justified by the results to be obtained. It is our con- 
sidered view that identical reasoning applies to application of the act 
to civilian marine personnel of the Department of the Army and the 
Department of the Navy. 

In summary, the three most significant reasons for requesting 
exemption from the act are: (1) ¢ ‘ompliance with the 90-day warning 
requirement for unsatisfactory ratings could endanger the safety of 
personnel aboard Military Sea Transportation vessels, the vessels 
themselves, and might jeopardize the Government’s defense in actions 
based on negligence; (2) the frequent shifts of the personnel can only 
result in performance ratings of questionable validity; and (3) a 
performance rating system would increase the procedural and adminis- 
trative requirements of ships’ officers and the cost of operations with- 
out serving any useful purpose. 

In view of these considerations, the Department of Defense strongly 
recommends the enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. Youne. With the adoption of this legislation, how then, will 
you handle it? 

You pointed out in your testimony that the Coast Guard had cer- 
tain coverage of this. 

Admiral Gano. That is correct. At the present time we do not 
have a plan. We are working under arrangements which we have 
devised ourselves. When we find, for instance, an unsatisfactory 
employee we transfer him to a receiving section where we can take 
necessary action which allows us to avoid the liabilitv that we would 
incur if we would continue to maintain an unsatisfactory employee 
aboard ship. 

Secondly, the Coast Guard requirements are followed explicitly for 
their promotions and for their continuance in the employment of the 
ship. 
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Mr. Scorr. I notice the letter from the Civil Service Commissioner 
suggests that the warning notice of unsatisfactory performance should 
state what the employee must do to bring his performance up to a 
satisfactory level within the 90-day period. That is their suggestion. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Youna. Admiral Gano, let me ask you this question: There 
has been some doubt in my own mind. Are all of the personnel on the 
Military Sea Transportation vessels civil-service employees? 

Admiral Gano. No, sir; they are not. On our USNS ships, that is 
the United States naval service ships, those are the only ships that 
have the civil marine personnel. 

Mr. Youna. Actually your crews there are rather permanent; are 
they not? You do not really have too much trouble there. 

Admiral Gano. We do have the constant shifting, not only due to 
the placing of ships in and out of the service by virtue of the military 
nature of our operations, but again you have people shifting similar to 
the way they do in commerci: al shipping operations. 

Mr. Youna. With those vessels where the employees are not civil- 
service employees, actually you just hire them as needed and dis- 
charge them as they are no longer needed and they sign on and quit 
at will, too, so it is really a pretty fast turnover; is it not? 

Admiral Gano. Yes. I think you are speaking of, for instance, 
our tankers, which are what we call contrac t-operated tankers. They 
also are Government-owned USNS ships which are given to a particu- 
lar contractor for operation. They go to the union halls and get 
the men. 

We do not have anything to do with the employment of these seamen 
since they are not civil marine personnel. 

Then, of course, we have those that are pean by the Navy mili- 
tary personnel and those that are manned by Japanese personnel, but 
the latter remain out in the western Pacific at all times. 

Mr. Youna. Thank you very much, Admiral Gano. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen, that you would like to ask the 
witness, Admiral Gano? 

Mr. Hempuaruu. | would like to ask one question. I notice here in 
the Senate report a statement to the effect that “the burden of prepar- 
ing a large number of ratings having no real value is inexcusable.”’ 
That is on page | of the Senate report. 

Would you say they have no value in view of the manner in which 
the Army and Navy have been rating personnel and taking discipli- 
nary action? 

Admiral Gano. I would say they have little value, yes, for the 
simple reason that the large turnover of personnel just does not make 
it practical to establish a true evaluation for the person who is being 
rated. 

Mr. Scorr. What is the theory of the present rule that no employee 
shall be rated unsatisfactory without 90-day appearance of demon- 
strated ability? What is the theory behind that? 

Admiral Gano. I think that is in the law itself; is it not? 

Mr. Gotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Youna. The theory, though, behind it—would that not be to 
give the employee the chance to correct his ways? 

Admiral Gano. Yes. 

Mr. Gop. It is right here. 
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Admiral Gano. | think it says here: 

No officer or employee shall be rated unsatisfactory without a 90-day prior 
warning and reasonable opportunity to demonstrate satisfactory performance. 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Dennison, any questions? 

Mr. Dennison. No, I have no questions. 

Mr. Youna. Excuse me; Mr. Scott. 

Mr. Scorr. No. 

Mr. Dennison. Thank you very much for coming, Admiral. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you, Admiral; we appreciate vour coming up. 

Mr. Scorr. May I ask a question? 

You have the Coast Guard here. Is there any confliet or opinion 
or objection on their part about this? 

Admiral Gano. None at all. I don’t see where they enter into it 
since they establish only the appointment criteria for ‘the various 
positions within the Military Sea Transportation Service and for all 
commercial ships at sea. 

Mr. Scorr. That is all. 

Mr. Younc. Was that all for Admiral Gano? 

Mr. Scorr. That is all. Thanks. 

Mr. Youna. Mr. Charles V. Denney, Jr. 

Mr. Denney. Yes. 


Mr. Youne. Mr. Denney represents the Civil Service Commission. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES V. DENNEY, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Denney. [do not have a prepared statement. I think perhaps 
[ could cover this best by reading, if you like, a very brief report from 
the Commission, which I think will set forth the basic views. 

Do you have a copy of that? 

Mr. Dennison. Is this the letter from Commissioner Lawton? 

Mr. Denney. Yes, the letter of March 19. This is addressed 
Mr. Murray. 


This is in reply to a telephone call from a member of your staff requesting a 
report on H. R. 5392, a bill to amend section 2 (b) of the Performance Rating 
Act of 1950, as amended. 

Prior to the transmittal to Congress of draft legislation on this subject, the 
Bureau of the Budget asked the Commission for a report on a proposal the 
language of which was identical to the language of H. R. 5392. 

The Commission in its report to the Bureau of the Budget dated December 12, 
1956, stated: 

‘The bill would exempt from the Performance Rating Act of 1950 an estimated 
10,000 civilian officers and members of crews of vessels operated by the Depart- 
ment of the Army and the Department of the Navy. 

‘‘Marine employees of the Department of Defense serve in a unique employ- 
ment situation. An extremely high turnover rate and frequent changes of 
positions and supervisors characterize this type of employment in the Depart- 
ment of Defense. An average voyage of a Department of Defense ship lasts 
from 15 to 45 days. A crew change generally occurs at the end of each voyage. 
To illustrate the effect of this kind of operation, the Department of Defense 
points out that during September 1954, there were 15,497 crew changes reported 
in 4 commands although only 12,241 civilian marine employees were employed 
during this period 

‘Under circumstances such as these a marine employee generally serves on 


four or more ships with as many supervisors during the year, In order to have a 
rating for each voyage it would be necessary to prepare at least four ratings a 
year. Annual performance ratings then would be. based on an evaluation of the 


ratings for each vovage 
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‘‘Aside from the practical administrative difficulties involved in rating marine 
employees under the Performance Rating Act, the requirements of the act are 
inappropriate for their employment conditions. To cite just one example, the 
act states that ‘no officer or employee shall be rated unsatisfactory without a 
ninety-day prior warning and a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate satis- 
factory performance.’ Among other things, the warning notice of unsatisfactory 
performance should state what the employee must do to bring his performance up 
to a satisfactory level within the 90-day period. Since most marine employees 
do not serve in a position or under any one supervisor for as long as 90 days, it 
often would be impossible to demonstrate satisfactory performance in the job 
occupied when the warning notice was received. 

“The Commission does not object to the draft bill exempting marine employees 
of the Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy from the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950.” 

Sincerely yours, 
That was signed by F. J. Lawton, Commissioner. 

I have no further comment, but I would be happy to try to answer 
any questions you may have. 

Mr. Youna. Are there any questions of Mr. Denney by the members 
of the subcommittee? 

Mr. Hempuitu. I would like to ask him one question. 

This statute that we are seeking to amend was passed in the 81st 
Congress and, in no sense of criticism but merely to get information, 
what has been your experience in trying to comply with this law on the 
part of the Army and Navy? 

What has been the experience of the Commission and the difficulties 
from the practical application of it? 

Mr. Denney. First of all, I think probably it might be well to 
call in someone from the Military Sea Transportation Service for 
that. But let me comment generally. 

Krom the outset, they were essentially to have been covered by 
the Department’s plan. The Civil Service Commission in reviewing 
these plans considers coverage along with other factors. Initially 
we were not aware any problem existed. We approved a plan which 
would have covered the group involved. Sometime later—and | 
cannot say just when that was—the problem was brought to the 
Commission’s attention and evidently Navy was well aware of it, 
and they then submitted a plan which would have excluded the 
Military Sea Transportation Service vessel employees. W e approved 
that plan with the understanding that Military Sea Transportation 
Service would then undertake to find an acceptable kind of plan for 
this group. 

Going back to the act you will recall that it calls for a plan or a 
plan within any one agency, and the thought here was perhaps we 
would have a separate plan for them. Actually, as we understand, 
they have been working since that time in trying to devise an accept- 
able plan and have ultimately come out with the conclusion which 
we are inclined to share: that the best answer is exclusion from the act. 

a ed aa ; 

That is it in brief unless there can be further comment from them. 

Mr. Hementityt. Can we deduce from that that you recognized 
from the first that in this particular field covered by this legislation 
it was impractical if not almost impossible to strictly follow the 
terms of the act? 

Mr. Denney. Well, I am not so sure, sir, that I could say that. 
I think what came to our attention was the possible problem. I do 
not think we were ready to quit on it at that time. 
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Mr. Hempuiit. Off the record. 

(Discussion of the record.) 

Mr. Hempuityi. You might go back on the record and make such 
comment as you care to. 

Mr. Denney. All right, sir; fine. 

I think we would want to say this: As to the situation, we are 
altogether persuaded as to the impracticability of applying the con- 
ditions set by the act generally to this situation. The reasons are 
largely those that Admiral Gano has presented: an extremely high 
turnover, a kind of employment situation which results in short 
assignments which make at least 2 of the conditions we have set 
impossible, 1 being a 90-day warning which is wholly out of the 
question; the other is the Civil Service Commission requirement that 
performance be rated only where there is at least 90 days of service 
in a given assignment. We cannot meet these conditions in this kind 
of employment situation. This, in essence, is the reason. 

Mr. Youne. In other words, it is impractical in theory and im- 
possible in application. 

Mr. Denney. Yes. 

Mr. Hempaityi. Thank you. 

Mr. Youna. Any further questions of Mr. Denney? 

Mr. Dennison? 

Mr. Dennison. No. 

Mr. Youna. If not, we appreciate your having appeared. 

Mr. Hempuity. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Denney. Thank you. 

Mr. Youna. Is there anyone else who desires to speak in support 
of this proposed legislation? 

If not, is there anyone who desires to speak in opposition to this 
propose d legislation? 

If there is no objection we will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 10 a. m., Tuesday, June 18, 1957, the committee 
adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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